Whether examining the emergence of democracy in America, pondering the role of France in Algeria, recounting the upheavals of 1848, or explaining why the old regime of prerevolutionary France fell, Tocqueville infused bare chronicle with bold interpretation in a way that persuaded many of his contemporaries, outraged others, and continues to engage his millions of readers around the world.
When the distinguished intellectual historian Frank Manuel was asked why, in the 1990s, he was turning his attention to Marx, he replied dryly, "the books are all in the library." Not so those of Tocqueville. Since 1989 the end of communism has meant a resurgence of interest in non-Marxist accounts of history and society. The century of Hegel, Marx, Emerson, and Freud has turned into the century of Tocqueville, Mill, Weber, and James, thinkers who understood the dynamics of ideas, class, and psychology, and who puzzled over our urgent questions concerning gender, race, and empire, without presuming to explain all human interaction with a single key. Just as Mill, Weber, and James have been lionized, demonized, and caricatured by those who would enlist them in struggles they never experienced or conceptual frameworks they never envisioned, so Tocqueville has been transformed from the tortured, ambivalent, multidimensional thinker so apparent from his published writings, journals, and correspondence into a symbol for combatants who claim simplified versions of his legacy or denounce cartoons of his ideas. When Bernard Henri-Lévy and George W. Bush vie to assume the mantle of Tocqueville; when conferences devoted to his thought are being held not only in France and America but in nations ranging from Poland to Japan; when his works, long standard on reading lists in history and political science, have become required texts for French students of literature and philosophy as well, his already lofty status has ascended to a higher level. We are witnessing the apotheosis of Tocqueville. focus on the ways in which intellectual historians, through the detailed study of Tocqueville's writings, have illuminated the issues and complicated the arguments of many scholars who have written about him in the last two decades, a period during which debates over civil society have raged in America and, according to L'Express, "the whole of France has become Tocquevillean."
7 After a generation of historians has devoted extraordinary attention to examining the process whereby Tocqueville's texts took shape and the rapidly changing contexts within which he worked, a picture is gradually emerging that reveals a much more nuanced and multidimensional thinker than the Tocqueville who first returned to prominence on both sides of the Atlantic after World War II. Finally, I will reflect briefly on the reasons why Tocqueville's writings will no doubt continue to spark controversy even if the various cartoon versions of "Tocqueville" are swept away.
Tocqueville's writings figured prominently in American and French debates about politics and history from the publication of the first volume of Democracy in America in 1835 until the closing years of the nineteenth century. At that point Tocqueville vanished, replaced on both sides of the Atlantic by analysts who focused less on the relations between politics, society, and culture than on the dynamics of class struggle in France and class, race, and ethnicity in the United States. When Tocqueville reemerged in the aftermath of World War II, he was put to work explaining how and why Europe had fallen under the spell of totalitarianism-and how and why the US had escaped that fate. Social scientists such as David Riesman, Seymour Martin Lipset, Daniel Bell, Robert Dahl, and Louis Hartz in the United States-and, through them, Raymond Aron in France-all invoked Tocqueville's writings to explain the fractures that split open European polities and the institutional and cultural resources that kept America together.
8 But such accounts almost immediately came under fire in the
7
That phrase from J. C. Casanova, "Tocqueville dans ses oeuvres," L'Express, (20-6 February 1987) , 102, shows that French news magazines are as prone to hyperbolic trend-spotting as their American counterparts. In the US, Tocqueville was declared "theorist of the decade" in Rob Edwards, Michael W. (Chapel Hill, 2006) . Despite Tocqueville's undeniable importance, his ideas do not resonate where categories of analysis differ entirely from his. Such domains include analytic political philosophy, rational-choice theory, and, perhaps oddly, nineteenth-century American history, where his perspective, shaped by elite informants, renders him untrustworthy. I discuss this dynamic in "Tocqueville, Mill, and the American Gentry," Tocqueville Review/La Revue Tocqueville, forthcoming.
8
See Stanley Hoffmann, "Aron et Tocqueville," in idem, Raymond Aron, 1905 -1983 : Histoire et politique (Paris, 1985 , and Françoise Mélonio, Tocqueville and the French, late 1960s, exposing yet again persistent divisions in French culture and revealing that the so-called consensus of postwar American culture was only a veneer masking deep disagreements.
9
This social scientific urge to invoke the timeless insights of Tocqueville has several sources, but among the most important is Tocqueville's own occasionally stated aspiration to provide just such wisdom for the ages. In the 1850 letter to Kergolay already quoted, Tocqueville denied that he was content to compile mere details of "historical curiosities." He aimed instead to find the larger significance of the "things of our time," which, he confessed, are all "that interest the public and really interest me."
10 In a speech he delivered before the Academy of Moral and Political Science in Paris in 1852, Tocqueville distinguished between studying the art of politics, with its focus on the daily battles and the vivid personalities of political tussles, and the science of politics, which aims to identify the universal laws of government by penetrating beneath the surface to the unchanging nature of man.
11 This was not the first time he had expressed that desire: "A world that is totally new," he wrote almost two decades earlier, in the Introduction to the first volume of Democracy in America, in which he laid out his ambitions, "demands a new political science."
12 If social scientists have been trying for fifty years to identify and use the pure, unchanging "message" or "meaning" of Tocqueville, an effort that most intellectual historians resist, they are continuing a tradition that began with Tocqueville himself, at least at some moments. As I will point out, the Norman sage sometimes despaired of his ability-or anyone else's-to discern truth or dispense wisdom, but his occasional expressions of a desire to transcend historical analysis have invited the efforts of those who prefer to use him for their own purposes instead of examining him in his own context.
For more detailed discussions of this dynamic see James T. Kloppenberg, "Life Everlasting: Tocqueville in America," in idem, The Virtues of Liberalism (Oxford, 1998) Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Goldhammer trans., 7.
13
Tocqueville's oscillation between the particular and the general, the timely and the timeless, places him in the grand tradition of French moralists and explains why neither historians nor social scientists can claim him exclusively as their own. On this issue see the wideranging study by Jean-Louis Benoit, Tocqueville moraliste (Paris, 2004) .
The Tocqueville most often resurrected by American social scientists since the 1960s has been the author of Democracy in America, who has been used for several distinctly different purposes. Radicals on the left have used Tocqueville as a club to pound home the message that the United States is, in Herbert Marcuse's phrase, a "one-dimensional" society in which an obsessive consumerism has deflected all authentically democratic political impulses. Whereas some leftists have seen Tocqueville as a kindred spirit sympathetic to equality, or a like-minded prophet disturbed by the prospect that the people might be dulled by plenty into a depoliticized stupor, others have indicted Tocqueville for crimes against democracy. The current leader in this vitriol sweepstakes is no doubt Sheldon Wolin, whose monumental Tocqueville between Two Worlds vibrates with rage. As a long-time fan of Wolin's Politics and Vision and one of those who subscribed to-in both senses of the term-the journal Wolin edited and animated in the early 1980s, democracy, I admire his steadfast commitment to the principles of participation and equality. Launching the journal at the most inauspicious of moments, in January 1981, Wolin contributed to the inaugural issue an editorial entitled "Why Democracy?". There he observed that "most historical analysis tends to be untheoretical; most theoretical analysis tends to be unhistorical; and most of the analyses that boast of being pragmatic, tough-minded, and practical are neither historical nor theoretical." He aimed for democracy to "encourage the development of an historical and theoretical understanding around the concrete problems of the present."
14
That aspiration likewise animates Wolin's passionate study of Tocqueville, a difficult book that demands at least brief discussion here. Wolin aims to uncover the reasons why both popular participation and economic equality have disappeared from twenty-first-century American "postdemocracy." He laments the contemporary condition of "postmodern despotism" that "consists of the collapse of politics into economics and the emergence of a new form, the economic polity," which is, "as Tocqueville suggested, benign," with "power transmuted into solicitude, popular sovereignty into consumerism," and "the democracy of citizens into shareholder democracy." The original ideals of popular sovereignty and civic engagement have mutated into "consumer sovereignty." The market, according to its champions, accurately registers the preferences of citizencustomers, who vote with their purchases and whose economic calculations are said to result from "rational choice." With Wolin's diagnosis of our current condition I have no quarrel.
As a study of Tocqueville's life and writings, however, Tocqueville Between Two Worlds will strike readers either as lively and engaging or, despite its 14 Sheldon Wolin, "Why Democracy?" democracy 1 (January 1981), 3-5. undeniable erudition, as cantankerous and one-sided in its single-minded focus on Tocqueville's hankering for a mythic past. "Thematically," Wolin contends, "the most important element" in Tocqueville's analysis was "the archaic," which "gave a distinctive cast to his thinking." Wolin treats all of Tocqueville's writings as a sustained attempt to recover the glorious culture of pre-revolutionary, pre-democratic France, which Wolin designates "ancienneté." Wolin aims to show how Tocqueville's writings-despite Tocqueville's own frequently stated intentions to the contrary-served to undermine what Wolin, following Hannah Arendt, dubs "the political" and thus served to legitimate systems that have excluded the people and propped up privilege. According to Wolin, the features of American democracy that impressed Tocqueville-self-governing New England towns, religious fervor, local associations, a lively press-were those that reminded him of old-regime France, with its local communes, its Catholicism, its feudal corporate bodies, and its independent aristocrats. When Tocqueville entered politics as an elected member of the Chamber of Deputies he reacted in horror to the threats of socialism and democracy. His terrified response to the 1848 revolution in his Recollections reveals to Wolin not the trauma induced by seeing that an enlarged French electorate could endorse a two-bit dictator like Louis Napoleon but instead only the depth of Tocqueville's anxiety. The Old Regime, Wolin contends, is best understood as an unsteady mixture of history and myth in which the irresistible and intoxicating lure of ancienneté prevented Tocqueville from seeing the class dynamics and political upheavals that drove the revolution and its aftermath. Unlike modern empiricists (inspired by the scientific procedures embraced by Descartes and Bacon) who take seriously the need to marshal evidence to support their conclusions, Tocqueville's nostalgia (derived from Pascal's premodern religious sensibility) blurred his vision and colored the portraits of both America and France that he bequeathed to his readers.
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In his conclusion Wolin broadens his indictment to include not only Tocqueville himself but the generations of interpreters who have conspired to mask his deep and poisonous aristocratic loyalties. He concedes that the name "Tocqueville" serves to designate as a single person a deeply divided and disoriented self, a conflicted being who not only invites but "courts" a postmodern reading that deconstructs texts and their authors into unstable and multivalent parts.
16 This observation seems consistent with Wolin's earlier admission that 
18
Far more numerous than the conservative interpreters of Tocqueville are those American sociologists and political scientists who have mined his writings for insights into civil society, a prominent issue in American social science in recent decades. From Robert Bellah's Habits of the Heart, perhaps the most widely discussed book of the 1980s, to Robert Putnam's Bowling Alone, a candidate for that designation for the past decade, words and concepts taken from Tocqueville have been pervasive. Although this literature is too large, too rapidly growing, and too diverse to allow easy summary, some commentators have argued that it can be divided into two rough categories. On the one hand are writers who believe that participation in voluntary associations (a motley category including everything from bowling leagues and church choirs to self-help groups) inculcates a civic sensibility and an ethic of reciprocity, inoculates individuals against alienation and inwardness, and propels them into political activity. On the other hand are those writers who emphasize the positive role played by government in facilitating such activities; in the absence of a vibrant public sphere-the town meetings, library associations, public schools, juries, political parties, and reform societies that Tocqueville encountered in America-civil society withers. Writers leaning right might seem likely to cluster in the former camp and those on the left in the latter, but things are not that simple. The question of civil society has attracted the attention of theorists, empiricists, and activists with diverse political affiliations ranging from participatory democrats to communitarians to conservatives to libertarians. In all of this literature Tocqueville is credited with having identified a distinctive feature of American culture, but that is where agreement ends. Some commentators claim he considered association an automatic reflex spontaneously generated on the frontier; others attribute to him a focus on specifically political forms of group activity. Still others stress that only local and altogether voluntary associations would meet Tocqueville's criteria, thereby ruling out both national organizations and those made possible by government rather than emerging from private initiatives. In the debates over civil society in American social science, Tocqueville is everywhere.
19
Things are different in France. There the relevant text is not Democracy in America but The Old Regime and the French Revolution, and for that reason Tocqueville is cast in another role. His return to prominence in French social science coincided with the publication of Alexandr Solzhenitsyn's Gulag Archipelago, 1918 Archipelago, -1956 . When Gulag became available in French (and English) translation in late 1973 and early 1974, it intensified the already lively debates in France about communism, totalitarianism, and the French traditions of anti-individualist statism on the communist left and the Gaullist right. These traditions, rooted in the universalistic aspirations of the republican tradition, descended not only from the French Revolution but from the monarchical tradition it overthrew.
20 Because Tocqueville's arguments concerning civil society in American democracy-with important roles ascribed to various intermediate associations, civil and religious, local and voluntaristic-did not resonate anywhere on the political spectrum of republican France, Democracy in America was rarely read after the proclamation of the Third Republic in 1870.
The Old Regime, by contrast, became the central text in the campaign launched by a generation of French scholars to unseat the orthodox Marxist interpretation of the Revolution in particular and to resurrect an alternative understanding of French history, society, and politics more generally. In place of class dynamics, those who embraced Tocqueville emphasized an alternative analytical framework. Invoking Tocqueville in the 1970s was a provocative act. The Tocqueville who had lingered around the edges of interwar French intellectual life remained, despite Aron's efforts, a shadowy reactionary. Known primarily through Comme disait M. de Tocqueville, a biography written in 1925 by Antoine Rédier, a member of the extreme-right Action française, Tocqueville was known as an aristocrat whose Democracy was but a youthful folly and whose profound realization that popular government devolves into anarchy or terror found expression in The Old Regime. As was true before and after World War II, a French republic with its eyes fixed on the question of how to overcome a rigid tradition of state religion and restore national glory found little guidance in Tocqueville. In the wake of the debates of the 1970s, however, French intellectuals from various backgrounds began to coalesce in their dissatisfaction with Marx and their interest in recovering alternative traditions. From anthropology, political theory, sociology, and history, Louis Dumont, Claude Lefort, Michel Crozier, and François Furet turned away from the traditions of Marxism and positivism still dominant in French academic life and turned toward Tocqueville. They were searching for ways to make sense of equality, individual liberty, the dynamics of institutional life, and the curious French obsession with statism that neither Marx nor Durkheim could explain. Furet became convinced that the standard Marxist reading of the Revolution both failed to explain the political dynamics of the late eighteenth century and transformed violence into emancipation. By interpreting (and celebrating) Jacobin terror as a necessary step toward universal liberation, French Marxists had inadvertently provided a rationale for totalitarianism. If Tocqueville served awkwardly as Rédier's voice of aristocracy, he was better suited to the roles scripted for him by Dumont, Lefort, Crozier, and especially Furet, as the anti-Durkheim or the anti-Marx. Furet argued that Tocqueville's account of the old regime, with its obsessive centralization and its obliteration of local authority and independent political activity, could explain better than historians drawing on Marx why French revolutionaries felt compelled to unify authority, why they could not abide dissent, and why they yearned for a degree of unanimity-modeled on Rousseau's general will-that distinguished the republican revolution in France from its analogues in England and America.
22
Three unrelated developments also contributed to returning Tocqueville to a more prominent place in French intellectual life than he had occupied since his death. First, the French Socialist Party, under the leadership of François Mitterrand, was separating itself from French communism and emerging as a more moderate party of social democracy, a party invoking the spirit of Jean Jaurès and Léon Blum and emphasizing individual rights along with equality and fraternity. Simultaneously, the Soviet Union and its client states in Eastern Europe were dissolving, and the discussions of Tocqueville and democracy that had been held in Eastern Europe in the 1980s assumed a new significance in the conferences held after 1989. Finally, the bicentennial celebrations of the French Revolution provided an opportune moment for codifying Furet's new understanding of the French Revolution and French intellectuals' related rediscovery of the individual, the voluntary association, and democracy.
Yet just as Tocqueville himself, master analyst of democracy in America, perceptive historian of the French Revolution, and elected member of the Chamber of Deputies throughout the 1840s, worried that the political conflicts of his day might spin out of control, so many contemporary French intellectuals remain skeptical about democracy because they fear that it leads necessarily toward either the untutored reign of the masses or the uncontrolled tyranny of the market. The lure of unified, orderly authority, exercised by an elite meritocracy (of the right or the left) safely insulated from the whims of the uneducated masses, remains strong. The very pronounced preference of French theorists for the seemingly innocuous term "republican" over "liberal" or "democrat" testifies to the persistence of French anxieties: either a rank individualism or a murderous anarchy will be the consequence if either liberalism or democracy is permitted to rule. Acknowledging even the theoretical legitimacy of persistent, ineradicable conflict in democracy, accepting the messiness of individual rights that pull away, in multiple directions, from unitary authority, remains a problem for many French intellectuals on the left and on the right.
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Even those most powerfully attracted to Tocqueville share his concern that liberal democracy, rudderless and unmastered, is unsatisfyingly indeterminate. Pierre Rosanvallon, among the most sophisticated of contemporary French scholars, betrays this characteristic French perplexity in his recurrent observation that French history careens between a Rousseauist voluntaristic fusion, to be achieved by a totalitarian regime of the right or the left, and a technocratic rationalism imposed by elites, again of the right or the left. The idea that something vital might lie between those poles, something Tocqueville witnessed in the United States and England and sought to help create in France through his political activity and his writing, remains unattractive (or perhaps even incoherent or incomprehensible) to many French thinkers, evidently including Rosanvallon. Notwithstanding that apparent aversion to the cultural project of liberal democracy, Rosanvallon has embraced, as did Lefort and Tocqueville before him, the idea of "philosophical history" that all of them inherited from Montesquieu. Readers of this journal will find Rosanvallon's account of what such a philosophical history involves both fascinating and uncannily familiar. Although Rosanvallon works hard to distinguish his method from the practice of mere intellectual history, the striking similarities point toward the conclusion I will draw at the end of this essay.
24
Rosanvallon urges us to broaden the study of ideas to include the study of culture and of "the political." By "political" he means something distinct from Arendt or Wolin, the integration of socioeconomic and institutional analysis with careful consideration of historical actors' perceptions. Rosanvallon's goal, in his words, "is to identify the historical nodes around which new political and social rationalities organize themselves and representations of public life undergo change, in relation to the transformation of institutions and forms of regulation and connection. It is a philosophical history because it is through concepts that organized society's self-representations"-ideas such as equality, sovereignty, and democracy-become "intelligible." This project requires the study not only of texts but also of other forms of cultural expression. Philosophical historians must put together "all those materials drawn upon, each in separate ways, by historians of ideas, of mentalities, of institutions, and of events." This is an attractive approach for studying a thinker such as Tocqueville or a theory and practice such as democracy, because individual theorists and democratic cultures take shape over time. Rosanvallon observes that such a historical approach is, more fundamentally, "a condition" of the study of democracy, because "democracy is a history. It has been a work irreducibly involving exploration and experimentation, in its attempt to understand and elaborate itself." Rosanvallon acknowledges that his effort to treat democracy in that way places him in the tradition of nineteenth-century thinkers such as Edgar Quinet, François Guizot, and, of course, Tocqueville.
25
That understanding of democracy and that conception of historical study are particularly useful for the study of Tocqueville and his ideas, which can be understood only within the frameworks of his life, his turbulent times, and his own conviction that concepts such as liberty and equality make sense not in the abstract but only within particular sociocultural and historical contexts. In the remainder of this essay I will attempt to show, by deploying the work of a generation of scholars who have dramatically improved our knowledge of Tocqueville through the sophisticated and detailed study of his texts and their contexts, how historical analysis can clarify, supplement, and-unavoidablycomplicate the understandings of Tocqueville and his ideas in contemporary American and French social and political thought. I will proceed by discussing, in admittedly too little detail, central issues in several stages of Tocqueville's career and writings, suggesting and pointing to, rather than demonstrating, what specialists have found through painstaking historical scholarship. Emerging from recent historical scholarship is a portrait of a man not only caught between two worlds but caught throughout his career between contending and shifting political and cultural forces. The notion of a stable, consistent "Tocqueville," with stable, consistent ideas, let alone a single consistent "message" concerning either "the archaic" or "individual freedom," disappears. What takes its place, however, is not the indeterminate textuality of Wolin's conclusion but a particular historical actor whose ideas, as a result both of his own painful experiences and of the remarkably unstable period in which he lived, changed over time in precise ways that can be-and have been-specified. The Tocqueville we have now, two hundred years after his birth, is complex, but he is no enigma.
"Wanna get away?" That plaintive question is posed by a current television advertisement offering viewers low air fares enabling them to escape particularly difficult or embarrassing situations. Americans who are not specialists in French history have trouble understanding why Tocqueville found himself in such predicaments-repeatedly. Descended on both paternal and maternal sides from prominent (but no longer especially rich) families of the old regime, Tocqueville was committing a kind of treason to his Bourbon heritage when he-alone among the members of his family-took an oath of loyalty to the new, bourgeois, Orleanist monarchy of Louis-Philippe that replaced the last Bourbon king, Charles X, in July of 1830. Distrusted by the new regime because of his family ties and by his family because of his ties to the new regime, the twenty-five-year-old Tocqueville eagerly accepted an invitation to study the American prison system with his friend Gustave de Beaumont. From the beginning, Tocqueville stood on the margins of the July Monarchy, an awkward position that gave him both an enviable distance and a persistent uneasiness. During his life (1805-59) Tocqueville traveled not only the United States and Canada but throughout Europe and to Algeria. In his native France he witnessed two republics, two monarchies, and two empires. In none of them did he feel at home. What do we know about Tocqueville's life and education during the years before he embarked on the trip to America? We know enough to rule out both Wolin's claim that he was a "premodern" thinker for whom evidence had little value and Furet's claim that he already had in mind the ideas about democracy and revolution that made him famous. The most important figures in his early years were Pascal, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Chateaubriand, and Guizot, who taught him about institutions and regimes, about states of nature and natural sensibilities, and about the history of local life and government in France. When Furet first uncovered Tocqueville's extensive notes on the lectures by Guizot that Tocqueville attended at the Sorbonne in the late 1820s, in which Guizot argued that medieval French communes had been more or less self-governing before the absolute monarchies of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries systematically subjected them to royal authority, Furet thought he had found the key to Tocqueville's accounts of both American democracy and the French Revolution.
But Furet overstated his case. Whereas Guizot had praised the monarchy for quelling local upheavals, achieving national unification, and facilitating the orderly government of France, a process that also made possible the rise of a productive and apolitical bourgeoisie, Tocqueville's notes indicate his dissatisfaction with Guizot's characterizations of the self-governing communes as "ferocious" and his celebrations of the monarchy and the bourgeoisie. Tocqueville was wondering already whether the "excessively timid" bourgeoisie had exchanged the vitality of self-government for the "calm of servitude" and "equality under a master."
27 Distinct from Guizot, and convinced that centralization breeds atomistic individualism, were early nineteenth-century legitimists such as Joseph Fiévée, Joseph de Villèle, Ferdinand Béchard, and the writers clustering around the Catholic journal L'Avenir and Kergolay's La Revue provinciale. Although these writers helped focus attention on the Davis and Robert Hemenway (1984; New York, 1988 Tocqueville learned to appreciate how crucial was the interaction between the social and the political, but (unlike some more recent commentators on civil society) he never lost sight of the essential role of government in associational life or democratic culture.
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A brief outline of what Tocqueville learned in America demonstrates how substantially his previous ideas were transformed by his travels and his reflections on them. The thoroughgoing equality of conditions-at least among whitesextended from property-holding (achieved in part by abolishing entail and primogeniture) and political rights to the relative absence of social hierarchies, deferential behavior, and diversity of thought. Change, both more rapid and more incessant than Tocqueville anticipated, included both what was done and where it was done; Americans prized innovation and mobility. Much of what Tocqueville saw surprised him: the stupefying cruelty of slavery and the severity of prisons, the degradation of America's "noble savages," the importance of literacy for the ubiquitous newspapers and the vitality of what we now call "the public sphere," the novelty of American federalism-particularly judicial review, the balance of powers, and the decentralization of authority-and the Americans' habit of associating in groups devoted to diverse political, social, religious, and moral causes. Those experiences manifested themselves in the arguments he advanced in Volume One.
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After Tocqueville returned from America he made two trips to Britain, in 1833 and 1835, and those journeys too altered his thinking. Whereas he had seen in the United States the dramatic difference between France, with its centralized authority and its legacy of aristocratic culture, and the democracy of the United States, in England he encountered a different world. There decentralized representative government operated alongside ancient aristocracy in an economic environment marked by emerging industrialization and an ominous commercial spirit in which money was becoming the measure of all things, a prospect that disgusted Tocqueville's sensibilities. As he wrote to John Stuart Mill in June of 1835, "I love liberty by taste, equality by instinct and reason." His travels made the challenge of uniting those competing "passions" even more difficult. England enabled Tocqueville to triangulate between the French and American cases, and the result was both a different and a more complex account in Volume Two of Democracy. Tocqueville's second trip to Britain heightened his awareness of industrial poverty and the danger of a new plutocracy. In a speech he delivered in 1835 he lamented that poor relief rendered its recipients indolent and condemned them to a life of dependence, but two years later he was predicting that labor conflicts might lead to the education of workers, the formation of unions, and the promising readjustment of workers' status in industrial economies. The effects of Tocqueville's British experience and the effects of the July Monarchy's policies of censorship combined to give the second volume of Democracy in America, published in 1840, a very different tone from the first. The striking discrepancies between the two volumes make clear why all straightforward claims about what Tocqueville said or meant in Democracy in America are problematical. In Volume One Tocqueville worried that the majority might stifle dissent, in Volume Two that there would be no dissent to stifle. Volume One raises the specter of passionate masses careening toward anarchy; Volume Two raises the specter of drones incapable of acting. In Volume One industry is missing; in Volume Two it has become an ominous threat. And so on. Tocqueville himself emphasized the continuities between the volumes; surely such continuities exist. But he acknowledged that readers could discern a change. In a letter to his friend John Stuart Mill, the only reviewer whom he credited with seeing what he was trying to do, he admitted that Volume Two lost "the ordinary reader" by trying to "depict the general features of democratic societies" rather than adding details to his earlier portrait of American democracy. Volume Two moved from concrete particularities to the abstract and conceptual; only fifteen names of individuals appear, and not one is an American. As he wrote to Mill, Volume Two pleased only readers "very accustomed to looking for general and speculative truths."
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In Volume Two Tocqueville undertook to resolve the most striking paradoxes he observed during his journey to America, those concerning religion and civic virtue. Having experienced a crisis of religious faith himself at the age of sixteen, and acutely aware of the havoc caused in France by the wars of religion that Catholics fought with Protestants during the Reformation and with Revolutionaries after 1789, Tocqueville was puzzled by both the presence in America of fervent religious faith and the absence of religious conflict. By separating church and state, Americans had removed a potential source of tension and provided an anchor that tethered a democratic culture otherwise at risk of drifting into chaos.
33 Moreover, the particular form of religiosity that Tocqueville judged the most influential, Puritanism, both provided a template for the and the selection of Tocqueville's published and unpublished writings on England and industrialization in The Tocqueville Reader, 141-50. all-important institution of self-government, the New England town, and valorized the forms of behavior that Tocqueville designated "l'intérêt bien entendu," or "self-interest properly understood." His education and experience had acquainted Tocqueville only with Christian or classical civic virtue, understood as either self-abnegation or self-sacrifice, on the one hand, and with the sin of egoism or the vice of unremitting self-centeredness, on the other. In America he encountered something new, a disposition that he thought rooted in Puritanism but manifested now in various forms of religiosity, including Catholicism, and especially in the multiple forms of association that bred Americans' willingness to internalize an ethic of reciprocity. From their many experiences of associated life, Americans inclined toward benevolent activity whether they were motivated by civic or Christian virtue or not. This disposition prevented ambitions from becoming vicious and softened the edges of competition.
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Tocqueville's account of American women and family life in Volume Two shows the centrality of this democratic sensibility to his broader analysis. American girls, he argued, "are less restricted than they are anywhere else," and "wives submit to stricter obligations." As both a "puritanical nation and a commercial people," Americans "require of women a degree of self-denial and constant sacrifice" not demanded in Europe. In his portrait of family life, Tocqueville captured what we have learned to call the separate sphere of domesticity and the ideal of companionate marriage, both of which he contrasted sharply with the situation of aristocratic and non-aristocratic families in France.
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Historians have dismissed Tocqueville's sentimental observations concerning the "genius" of American women as stereotypes and demonstrated his blindness to the inequality of gender relations in American democracy.
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But our understandable emphasis on the costs of inequality and our acute awareness of the burdens imposed on women (and African Americans) by white men-and justified by the ideology of self-sacrifice-have obscured Tocqueville's point. He sought to identify a capacity he associated not only with American women but with democratic men as well, the capacity to control (or, as Foucault and his disciples have instructed us to say, to discipline) one's own inclinations and to marshal one's energies for purposes other than self-promotion. Tocqueville clarified this point in later chapters by contrasting democratic with aristocratic culture. Just as male aristocrats prized their lordly disdain of others, so their 34 I discuss this issue in detail in "Tocqueville, Mill, and the American Gentry." elite female counterparts in the old regime cynically engaged in intrigues to manipulate power indirectly. Tocqueville offered the male ethic of reciprocity and the female embrace of domestic obligations as the democratic alternatives to such corrupt forms of self-aggrandizement. Just as he was using his reflections on "democracy" to suggest ways in which moribund public life in France might be awakened by invigorating public debate, local government, and the intermediate associations long distrusted in France, so Tocqueville's portrait of democratic wives provided a veiled endorsement of the newly religious, newly domestic elite women seeking to find a satisfactory place for themselves in the July Monarchy. But like most males of his generation on both sides of the Atlantic, Tocqueville cordoned off family life from public life and confined women to that separate sphere.
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Like gender, the question of imperialism in Tocqueville's writings has been attracting increasing attention in recent decades. Here too it is tempting to quote a particular passage as "Tocqueville's view of empire," but understanding Tocqueville historically requires seeing how his ideas-different from ours as many of them are-changed over time in response to developments in France, in Algeria, and in Tocqueville's own thinking about European colonialism. From 1839 until 1848 Tocqueville served in the French Chamber of Deputies. Despite his family background, he chose to sit on the left. He thought of himself as a reformer who opposed Louis-Philippe's "hard-right" repressive regime. But as he explained to Pierre Royer-Collard in 1841, he was a man without a movement: "The liberal but not revolutionary party, which alone suits me, does not exist, and certainly it is not given to me to create it." He described himself as "a wheel that goes around very quickly, but which, having missed its gear, does nothing and is useful for nothing." His anxiety was balanced by his conviction that he could better serve the nation by preserving his "moral force" as a critic than by playing a more active role in the government. That dissatisfaction, his desire to contribute to a cause rather than remaining a "sterile" outsider, seems to have propelled Tocqueville to become involved with Algeria.
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In 1837 Tocqueville published two letters on Algeria, which the July Monarchy had inherited as a French possession after a dispute over loan payments escalated Tocqueville's 27 September 1841 letter to Pierre Royer-Collard is in The Tocqueville Reader, under Charles X between 1828 and 1830. In his early writings on Algeria Tocqueville romanticized the Berber Kabyle tribe as "natural men," a people "almost as free as the isolated individual who enjoys his savage independence in the heart of the wood; men who are neither rich nor poor, neither servants nor masters; who name their own leaders, and hardly notice that they have leaders, who are content with their state and preserve it." These simple people, Rousseau's noble savages sprung to life, Tocqueville contrasted with the Arabs who ruled Algeria as the agents of the Ottoman Empire. Whereas the French were relying on violence that would end only by driving together these separate populations, Tocqueville at first urged a policy that seems to us almost pluralist. He cautioned against the French taste for "uniformity," which might blind policy-makers to the differences between the Kabyle and Arab populations, and against demonizing Islamic law, which he suggested might be used instead as an effective instrument for governing Algeria.
But like so many European colonialists before him, Tocqueville soon abandoned the call for moderation and urged all-out war. He traveled to Algeria with his brother Hippolyte and his friend Beaumont in 1841, and his letters home suggest the lure of the exotic: "Never in my life have I seen anything more bizarre than the first sight of Algiers. It is a tale out of the Thousand and One Nights." But whereas he had been moved by the pathos of America's extermination of its indigenous peoples, in Algeria he warmed to the challenge of conquest, a task that might enable France to restore its grandeur and rival the achievements-and the profits-of the British in India. The "Essay on Algeria" that he wrote in October of 1841, although not intended for publication, reveals the extent to which his romantic vision had morphed into a rationale for brutal violence justified by the need to stabilize and energize the slumbering French nation. By 1846, when Tocqueville returned to Algeria as an official representative of the parliamentary commission charged with making decisions about military expenditures, the reports he wrote showed his growing realization that France's conquest had turned an already "backward and imperfect" society into one "more miserable, more disordered, more ignorant, and more barbarous than it had been before knowing us."
Examining Tocqueville's changing ideas about Algeria has become easier for English readers with the publication of his Writings on Empire and Slavery, ed. and trans. Jennifer Pitts (Baltimore, 2001) , which locates Tocqueville's ideas in the contexts of French politics and European imperialism. See 5-26 for the 1837 letters on Algeria; 59-116 for Tocqueville's 1841 "Essay on Algeria"; 129-98 for his 1847 reports; and cf. Melvin Richter, "Tocqueville on Algeria," Review of Politics 25 (July 1963), 362-98; and Harry Liebersohn, "Discovering Indigenous Nobility: Tocqueville, Chamisso, and Romantic Travel Writing," American Historical Review 99, 3 (1994), 746-66. Do those second thoughts complicate our attitude toward Tocqueville's role in legitimating French imperialism or merely indicate the bad faith of a smug colonial official viewing the fruits of his labors? A similar question emerges from the study of Tocqueville's participation in the French campaign to end slavery. Having lamented race slavery in America, Tocqueville joined the French Society for the Abolition of Slavery as early as 1835. The report of the committee charged by the Chamber of Deputies to study the issue, which Tocqueville himself filed, defies easy summary. On the one hand the committee did call for fixing a date to end slavery in all French colonies and for educating those emancipated. But slaveowners were to be indemnified, and that cost was to be paid by a tax imposed on the labor of former slaves. The Chamber of Deputies never acted on the report.
In 1843 Tocqueville wrote a series of articles on abolition. He pointed out that slavery contradicted the universalist claims of the French Revolution concerning the rights of man, and he worried too that former slaves from British colonies might forcibly emancipate French slaves before they could be set free without violence. Debates over slavery continued ineffectually until 1848, when governments in the French Caribbean islands, faced with the imminent threat of slave revolts precipitated by the uprising of 22-4 February, unilaterally freed their slave populations. As he did in his late reports on Algeria, Tocqueville penned a powerful critique of slavery-after emancipation was accomplished. In 1855, in a letter published in 1860 by the American Anti-Slavery Society in Letters on American Slavery, Tocqueville wrote complaining that slavery "pained and astonished" him and expressing his hope that it would end in America too one day. But his anguish, like Jefferson's in Notes on the State of Virginia, rings hollow when we consider that many of Tocqueville's contemporaries, like Jefferson's, were not only calling for someone, somewhere, someday, to do something to end slavery, but insisting on its immediate abolition.
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Tocqueville's account of the revolution of 1848-and his role in it-has prompted fierce debates ever since his Recollections appeared in French in 1893 and in English three years later. Not intended for publication, Tocqueville's candid memoir constitutes a fascinating meditation on the revolution, on his part in the ambitious effort to write a constitution for a new republic that would endure, and on the reasons why the revolution collapsed into the Second Empire of Louis Napoleon. By turns arrogant, brilliant, incisive, infuriating, shrewd, and self-deprecating, the Recollections contain something to offend French readers of all political persuasions. Tocqueville reprinted the perspicacious speech he 40 Tocqueville's 1843 report, "The Emancipation of Slaves," is in Tocqueville, Writings on Empire and Slavery, ; see Pitts's discussion of these issues in her introduction, xxix-xxxv. delivered in the Chamber of Deputies on 29 January 1848, in which he proclaimed, "Gentlemen, my profound conviction is that we are lulling ourselves to sleep over a volcano." He pointed out why the logic of democracy might lead inexorably to a revolution of the propertyless against the propertied, and he portrayed the chaos leading up to the lava flow of the June Days with a dramatic immediacy rivalling Dickens or Stendhal. Perhaps most cruelly of all, he compared the Constituent Assembly unflatteringly to the founders of the American republic, and he claimed he knew then that the republic would fail: "Whichever way I looked, I could see nothing either solid or durable amid the general malaise affecting the nation; everybody wanted to get rid of the Constitution, some through socialism, others by monarchy." As for Louis Napoleon, a most ordinary man who was elected president and who was to become emperor, Tocqueville wrote that his fellow members of the government, who "wanted to make the republic live," offered him only a ministry "when he needed accomplices." Why, ultimately, did the republic vanish and the empire appear? "We had lost our taste for monarchy but had preserved the spirit of it."
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For more than a century radicals have disputed Tocqueville's claim that moderates like him, elected by the broadest suffrage in French history, spoke for the people in rejecting the socialists who made the Revolution. Tocqueville confessed that his election in 1848 gave him "a sense of happiness I have never known before," because it convinced him that he was for once "moving with the current of a majority in the only direction that my tastes, reason, and conscience could approve." Of course that happiness did not last. By 1851, after Louis Napoleon's coup landed Tocqueville briefly in jail, he was again isolated politically, as he remained for the rest of his life.
42 But radicals reading his Recollections see red. They have disputed Tocqueville's account of the relation between class struggle and the personal ambition of revolutionaries, and they have used his dismissive comments about the workers' envy and greed to portray him as a reactionary. There is ammunition in the Recollections to sustain that reading. Yet as the romance of proletarian revolution fades and revulsion against the unrestrained bloodletting of sectarian and ethnic warfare mounts, Tocqueville's tale may take on a different resonance. Tocqueville's life and his writing, from Democracy in America through The Old Regime. Of course their work does not answer all the questions we will continue to ask about his work, but they have narrowed the range of interpretations that historians are likely to find persuasive.
Ideas derive their meaning from the cultural frameworks in which they emerge and within which they are interpreted. No texts exist independent of culture, and no cultures exist independent of history. Tocqueville shared those insights with Hegel and Marx. Whereas they believed they knew the trajectory of history, however, Tocqueville admitted that he did not, and could not, because he thought the future held only continuing and unpredictable struggles between an old world of hierarchical privilege and the indeterminate cultures of democracy, always in process and subject to revision at the next set of debates and casting of ballots. Tocqueville also shared with Hegel and Marx an understanding that individuals are embedded in families, classes, and other groups of all sorts, but he understood that relation in a particular way. Although he valued individual freedom, he saw that we exercise our freedom in relation to the freedom of others and the duties imposed by our multiple memberships and dependencies. Obligations complicate liberty. Dreams of pure reason, pure freedom, pure equality, or the pure "political" must contend with the stubborn realities of inherited customs, aspirations, and resentments that descend from history and provide the horizons within which individuals act. During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries Tocqueville saw all of those customs, aspirations, and resentments in perpetual motion; he saw one world struggling to survive and another struggling to be born, slowly and painfully. His assessment of that process lacked the majesty of some of the philosophical systems constructed by his contemporaries, but the tentativeness and provisionality characteristic of his thought, which long kept him out of the pantheon of great European thinkers, now qualify him for reconsideration.
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To commemorate the bicentennial, in 2005, of his birth, American and French Tocqueville specialists convened in Normandy to discuss his work. One day was reserved for visits to his home, the Chateau de Tocqueville, still occupied by one of his descendants, and to the two larger and grander estates of his two brothers. One memorable dinner was held at the breathtaking chateau still in Kergolay's family. Those visits made it easy to see why Tocqueville might have detested democracy and harder to see why he associated it with God's will. As several participants in the conference pointed out, Tocqueville's aristocratic prejudices came naturally; it was his capacity to see the attractiveness-perhaps even the inevitability-of democracy that puzzles us. His writings about women, blacks, and the peoples of North Africa remind us of the gulf separating his time and his sensibility from ours. Equally arresting, though, are his claims that deliberating with others can open eyes and the experience of resolving disagreements can-not must, but can-broaden perspectives and change minds. That awareness, which developed as a result of Tocqueville's travels and his encounters with people and books that challenged his inherited ideas, distinguished Tocqueville from many of his contemporaries as dramatically as some of his ideas distinguish him from us. It is anachronistic to see his blinkers yet deny his insight.
Tocqueville was born into a world of aristocratic privilege, lived in a world struggling to dismantle those privileges, and anticipated-always with a mixture of optimism and pessimism, blended in varying proportions-a world of democratic equality the shape and scope of which remained obscure. His writings were complicated and enriched by his awareness of those changes and of the singularity of each of the cultures experiencing them. The shifting significance of his writings likewise has reflected that diversity and the continuing struggles to balance freedom and equality in distinctive democratic cultures. Historians interpreting his ideas should be as alert to those myriad changes as he was: "I am tempted to believe," Tocqueville wrote in a passage that reverberates two centuries after his birth, "that what are called necessary institutions are only institutions to which one is accustomed, and that when the question is how societies may be organized, the range of possibilities is far greater than is imagined by those living within any society now in existence."
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That historicist sensibility is among the most valuable features of Tocqueville's writings-even if he did not always manifest it in his judgments. At his most historically sophisticated, though, he displayed the reflexivity associated with the approach I call pragmatic hermeneutics.
47 Less than a year before his death, working diligently on the comprehensive history of the long French Revolution that he did not live to complete, Tocqueville wrote a letter to his friend Kergolay that conjures up the image he used in the earlier letter with which this essay began. His words identify the distinguishing feature of intellectual history as a discipline. "You know that it is less the facts that I am looking for," he began, "than the traces of the movement of ideas and sentiments. It is that above all that I want to paint." His canvas now extended across the entire period stretching from his time to the old regime. Covering it with the appropriate shapes and colors demanded all his energy. He wanted to capture, he told Kergolay, "the successive changes that were made in the social state, in the institutions, in the mind and in the mores of the French as the Revolution progressed." That, he put it bluntly, "is my subject. For seeing it well, I have up to now found only one way"-the method we now designate hermeneutics: "that is to live, in some manner, each moment of the Revolution with the contemporaries by reading, not what has been said of them or what they said of themselves since, but what they themselves were saying then, and, as much as possible, by discovering what they were really thinking." For "reaching that goal," Tocqueville continued, minor writings and private correspondence may be "even more effective" than published works or public debates in assemblies. "By taking the route I am taking, I am reaching the goal I am setting for myself, which is to place myself successively in the midst of the time." Only through multiple stages-first the painstaking study of texts and the meticulous reconstruction of contexts, then the systematic effort to relate the multiple meanings of the former to the multiple layers of the latter, and finally the self-conscious attempt to connect historical analysis to the aspirations of one's own time-is it possible to produce philosophical history of the sort Tocqueville sought to write. As the endless struggles over Tocqueville illustrate, at best such texts will generate conflicts among those who approach them with an acolyte's reverence, a vulture's hunger, or a historian's insatiable desire to understand more clearly phenomena that will never be understood completely. As Tocqueville concludes his letter to Kergolay, one can almost hear him sigh: "the process is so slow that I often despair of it. Yet, is there any other?" 48 For those of us who share Tocqueville's desire to write philosophical history, there is none.
48
Tocqueville to Kergolay, 16 May 1858, in Selected Letters, 372-3. 
